expected to meet these responsibilities, understand their particular roles and commit themselves to the objectives.
District School Improvement Initiative
School District #21 began its school improvement initiative shortly after the School Challenge for Excellence was issued. Since the DOE provided the initial free training, excitement was building. Several people were selected from local schools to attend a DOE sponsored conference on school improvement in the province's capital city. The role of the school district in the Challenge for Excellence Program was critical. Unless a good deal of commitment, encouragement, and support from the district office was available, a school improvement program would not succeed. Therefore, the program was favourably recognized by the superintendent, district office staff, school administrators, and a majority of teachers as well as the school board in District #21. They agreed that a school improvement program had real advantages for the system as a whole. The district superintendent, Sandra Freeby, made a commitment to participate in the program and was aware that commitment meant more that verbal support. The decision makers realized that successful improvement initiatives would take time, cost money, and undoubtedly require ongoing encouragement and patience by approving meetings, providing consultation, encouraging training, and personal networking. In February of that year, 50 people were selected from the schools of District #21 to attend a board sponsored in-service on school improvement. Every principal and every program coordinator was expected to participate. Roughly 1/3 administrators, 1/3 district office personnel, and 1/3 teachers who participated in the first training session. Each school was offered a number of available places which in turn used their own discretion in its selection process in such a way that a team of administrators and teachers represented each school. A team of two external change facilitators sponsored by the district conducted the session.
The need for continuing local support of any improvement initiative must be ongoing. Lester B. Pearson Elementary school received the encouragement and support of the district office staff in several ways. In October of the following year, a second training session was conducted by the same external change facilitators. This involved the original teams that had attended the February session. External facilitators were made available to Lester B. Pearson to work with the faculty. Early release time for faculty to work on a monthly basis was also encouraged by the district office. Finally, schools were assisted in preparing proposals to submit to the DOE for funds to support their school improvement goals. It is important to note that this jurisdiction thought it would be useful that a school improvement team be used as an ideal mechanism for implementing other district initiatives. This school-based committee would help assess the needs of the school and determine which development initiative should be the focus of attention over a period of time. The thinking was that an internal team working with external assistance (from district office personnel and external facilitators) was the best way to promote and support school in enhancing student learning and achievement as well as helping staffs to manage change in more productive and effective ways. As these plans unfolded within the district throughout the spring and summer, two of the schools were informed of a merger that would be in place for the beginning of the following school year. These schools were informed that they were to plan for changes as one school, and not as two separate schools. What was not anticipated in District #21 were the problems that resulted from this necessary merger between these two schools: Lester B. Pearson Elementary School and Pierre E. Trudeau Primary School.
The Merger: Pierre Elliot Trudeau Primary and Lester B. Pearson Elementary School
Pierre E. Trudeau Primary had a student body of approximately 500 K-4 students and a teaching staff of 32. Lester B. Pearson was a grade 5-9 school consisting of 750 students and a teaching staff of 38. The initiative to consolidate the schools was a direct result in practical terms pertaining to declining enrolments that resulted in a school closure. The projected enrolment from the prior year indicated a decrease in student population for the district and that one school would have to close. The personnel were aware it would require a great deal of organizing and planning to complete the move in the summer among the schools. Since Pierre E. Trudeau Primary was in the worst physical conditions of all the school buildings in the district, a necessary plan to move students, teachers and administrators was implemented. The students, teachers and administrators moved to Lester B. Pearson. Consequently, this move forced middle school students (7-9) from Lester B. Pearson to Mary March, the only other middle school within the immediate vicinity that could accommodate the students. This also resulted in the middle school teachers and administrators from Lester B. Pearson to move to Mary March. The administrators took teaching positions in Mary March since they did not have enough seniority to move into administrative roles. With this mandated move, Lester B. Pearson lost its middle school teachers, students, and administrators to Mary March Middle School. As the opening of school year rapidly approached, Pierre E. Trudeau Primary School and Lester B. Pearson Elementary School merged unwillingly to become one school. Details about experiences from the first year of the merger are shared in the following section.
For some of the grade five and six staff members at Lester B. Pearson Elementary who remained during the move it was a pleasant change to welcome Pierre E. Trudeau staff and new administration. Freeman Krupps, a recently employed grade 6 teacher at Lester B. Pearson stated, "I have absolutely no problem with this change…in fact, I am elated." Sally Broomfield, a young grade 5 teacher added, "It is so good to finally have the grades 5 and 6 not tagging behind the junior high students any longer." On the other hand, others felt totally infiltrated. Veteran Grade 5 teacher, Mildred Wells stated "We haven't been asked about any of these changes….just told to do it…Trudeau teachers moved in, took over, lock, stock, and barrel and even moved us out of our classrooms,". Henri Leblanc, a grade 3 teacher added, "We came here as we were, with our same administration. We figured things would be the same as they were at Trudeau…only difference was we had a better and bigger building." Some of Pearson's teachers felt resentful because they had lost their 7-9 students, many of their former colleagues, and both administrators without any input into the move or any planned "grieving" process for their loss. Trudeau teachers felt they lost only their building which was not a tragedy according to some: "It was old, cold, and dilapidated," "There were leaks everywhere," "I was so glad to have a new classroom in a newer building." Another of Pearson's veteran grade 6 teachers', Phyllis Michelin stated, "I certainly hope for these new people coming aboard this ship that they know what they're up against."
By October, at Lester B. Pearson people settled into their new environment as best they could without very little help from "the other sides." The two new administrators turned a deaf ear and a blind eye from all signs of trouble and potential conflicts. The assistant principal noted, "There's trouble brewing between both staffs…hopefully, it will resolve itself." During the first week, at the faculty meeting, the principal enforced a policy that all teachers would serve on any one of the four internal committees: (1) discipline, (2) curriculum development, (3) finance, and (4) professional development. The principal used coercive power to force the formation of teams causing much resentment among the faculty. For many of the faculty members these teams meant giving up time and taking on more work. Pearson teachers were most uncooperative while Trudeau's teachers kept their distance. The principal gave all teachers a choice of team to sign up for but only Trudeau's teachers volunteered to serve on a team causing the principal to randomly place Pearson's teachers on whichever teams had space for them. At the end of the first faculty meeting the administrators placed everybody on a committee and formed a school growth team.
By December, conditions started to unfold that caused many problems within the school. With two staffs forced together, under new administration for some, staff dissension and resistance continued to evolve. This evolution was created by various factors such as lack of collegiality, lack of professionalism and communication, disagreements and inconsistencies about discipline and decision-making. Pearson teachers held little attachment to anything or anybody. They lost control of their school context and lacked knowledge of the change process. Positive faculty motivation and morale were practically nonexistent. There was a mix of ideals, values, and the school had no real uniformed covenant. In the words of the principal, Alex LeJeune, "My school is moving in a positive direction -I have a couple of problems but I have faith they'll work themselves out". Yet, the staff relationships were non-empathetic and self-reliant.
By mid-February, teachers were resistant to asking advice or making suggestions which in turn resulted in an incoherent staff development policy, demonstrated in random indiscriminate choices of inservice. Pearson teachers had become irrational, reactive, and fractured causing the school to cruise along with faculty dissension reaching a peak. There was a great deal of fragmentation, balkanization, and resentment. The faculty was strongly divided in their beliefs about the purpose of the school and faculty morale was at an all time low. A sudden abuse of 'sick days', late arrivals, leaving school earlier than permitted, and lack of administrative visibility lead to the faculty lounge becoming a hangout where the faculty cynics earned badges of cynicism. Everybody agreed that Lester B. Pearson Elementary School was at a standstill and needed intervention. As the struggles between the two sides of the faculty intensified, teacher morale worsened and there was little interest in academic improvement. Gossip and rumours soon took precedence in the school and the illness of the school soon spread into several of the other local schools and into the school community. One veteran Pearson teacher commented, "Our school is in a mess…and it's been going on for quite some time now. We do not know what happened…we were doing things fine and suddenly the powers to be decided we needed to change. Now look at us! The principal rarely is seen, except at faculty meetings where he has no control. The superintendent is never around. We need someone to step in and straighten out this school." A new teacher from Trudeau explained, "We have no idea what happened to the external facilitators who were supposed to help us out with this transition…where are they when we need them most…and why isn't the district office doing something about this?"
In order to engage in educationally sound dialogue on the change process it is important for graduate students to know the history of studies and approaches to educational change in schools. At this point the professor will present a brief synopsis of change history and studies, a discussion on the change concept with focus on noted theories and practices informing change, and how schools can build capacity for change.
History of Change Studies
There is no shortage of conventional wisdom about school change; many ideas have had remarkable staying power for the past 40 years. Major studies (e.g., Crandall & Associates 1982; Evans, 2001; Fullan, 2001 Fullan, , 2003 Fullan, Miles, & Taylor 1978; Glickman, 1993; Green, 2001; Hopkins, Ansicow, & West, 1994; ISLLC, 1996; Leithwood, 1995; Louis & Miles, 1990; Stringfield & Teddie, 1993) have provided rich insights and understandings of the obstacles and barriers, as well as those factors that encourage and facilitate changes in classrooms and schools. Studies have focused on the processes, the people, the policies, the practices, and the politics of educational change.
In the 1950's, a critical school reform movement was launched with Sputnik stimulating a crucial examination and evaluation of the U.S. school systems. As a result, a great deal of time, energy, and fiscal resources were given to the development of new curricula, primarily in mathematics and the sciences. In the 1960's, great amounts of money were available and emphasis was on designing and disseminating new curriculum and materials to schools in support of the introduction of reforms. In some cases, orientation programs were provided to schools that were receiving these materials and curricula. In other cases, teachers simply arrived in the fall to their classrooms to find new programs and resources on their desks. Generally, at the end of the first year, an evaluation was done and typically the program (which was never implemented) was judged to have made no significant difference and thus rejected. A cycle then, of introduction of new programs, evaluation, and rejection, was repeated again and again.
In 1970s, some schools continued to fail at putting new programs and practices into place. At the same time, researchers began to study schools more closely to try to understand why some schools were successful and others were not in introducing innovations and changes. The focus of inquires was on both "What" and "How" questions. It is only since this period that we have come to understand more about how educational change works in practice. In the early to mid-70's two lines of research began; one on school effectiveness and the other on school improvement. School effectiveness researchers focused their work on describing the characteristics of effective schools; identifying "what" distinguished effective schools from those that were ineffective. School improvement researchers, on the other hand, focused their work on the change process, identifying "how" schools in fact engaged in changing learning and workplace conditions. By the end the 1980's, there was a strong research base on effective schools, school improvement, and the change process. The accumulated evidence gained through the research demonstrates clearly how and why educational reform fails or succeeds.
During the 80's and 90's, a number of school improvement models or approaches were beginning to be developed to guide educators in their change and reform efforts. Research studies focused on change facilitators (e.g., Hall & Hord, 1984 , 1987 Kilcher, 1992) , school improvement (e.g., Comer, 1980; Evans, 2001; Fullan, 1993; Glickman, Allen, & Lunsford 1994; Lieberman & McLaughlin, 1992; Sizer, 1992) ; effective schools (e.g., Mortimer, Sammonds, Stoll, Lewis, & Ecob, 1988; Sammons, Hillman, & Mortimer, 1995) ; restructuring (e.g., Gutherie & Saunders, 2001; Murphy, 1991) . In the 1990's, large scale, longitudinal studies (e.g., Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; Rossi & Stringfield (1995) continued to be conducted. Many individual programs and approaches to school improvement continued to be documented throughout the 90's (Christiansen, 1994; Fullan, 1993 Fullan, , 1997 Fullan, , 2001 Fullan, , 2003 Fullan, Kilcher, & Lee, 1995; Glickman, Allen, & Lunsford, 1992; Walker, 1999; 2000) . Case studies of schools (Lieberman, Darling-Hammond, & Zuckerman, 1991; Louis & Miles, 1990; Normore, 1997; Wagner, 1994) were also recorded. The focus shifted to understanding social conditions of schooling and how individual schools deal with the change process.
Change
Change is a process, not an event. It can be planned or unplanned and can be identified by forces inside and outside the school. For various reasons in schools, individuals have a difficult time accepting and adjusting to change (Fullan, 1993 (Fullan, , 1997 Evans, 2001; Green, 2001; Schmidt & Finnigan, 1992) . Therefore, in order for change to be effective and sustained, while minimizing disruption, the leader must be skilled in implementing the change process, and the strategies employed must be carefully selected. Evans (2001) asserts that leaders should emphasize the positive, keep the path clear (when you add, take something away), and be flexible with timelines. He continues that the leader cannot ask others to change unless s/he changes first. Leaders must challenge 'unprincipled resistance' from staff who violates group values. Purposeful leadership means generating consensus around a school's core purposes and demonstrating tireless commitment to them. Purposeful leadership builds followership and with followership comes change (pg. 246-252) . Additionally, prior to engaging in the change process, the leader should determine the magnitude of the change and the degree of difficulty involved in eliminating the discrepancy (Fullan, 1997) . There are various theories and suggested practices that inform the change process that leaders can take when attempting change. Meyer, Brooks, & Goes (1990) and Fullan (1997 Fullan ( , 2001 ) assert that change occurring in schools can be classified as either first-order change or discontinuous, or second-order change. Continuous firstorder change occurs without a disruption to the system; the system remains stable although some small modifications are made. The leader improves the efficiency and effectiveness of the school without extensively altering the manner in which teachers and students routinely behave, and upheaval and conflicts are avoided. With second-order change, the equilibrium of the system is disrupted as the fundamental properties of the system are changed. The existing order is broken. New goals are established, the structure within the organization changes and individuals have to perform differently. The problem is change challenges peoples' competence, creates confusion and causes conflict (Evans, 2001) . Conley (1997) states that this type of change has proven to be quite challenging in schools and is a major cause of resistance and conflict. Determining the order of the change is very important as it allows the leader to determine the extent to which faculty and staff are ready for the change and what preparation is necessary before the change is undertaken. Effective change strategies must harness people's competencies, seek coherence, and work productively with conflict. In essence the leader determines the school's capacity for change (Green, 2001) . Fullan (2001 Fullan ( , 2003 asserts that effective change requires capacity at all levels within the system, both school and district, to be fundamental for any change to be sustainable.
Theories and Practices that Inform Change

Capacity for Change and Strategies
Research on change and change strategies (Conley, 1997; Chin & Benne, 1969; Evans, 2001; Fullan, 1993 Fullan, , 1997 Fullan, , 2001 Fullan, , 2003 Green, 2001; ISLLC, 1996; Lewin, 1951; Schmidt & Finnigan, 1992) indicate that leaders at all levels need to consider certain factors when trying to determine the school's capacity for change: (1) short and long term costs, (2) extent to which individuals understand the vision to be achieved by the change, (3) consequences of the change, (4) degree of difficulty in making the change, (5) new information to be learned, (6) identities that will be lost, (7) new beliefs that will be formed, (8) amount of extra time and attention required to implement new change strategies and priorities such as vision building, inquiry, mastery, and collaboration, (9) securing support and resources for change, (10) driving fear out of the school, and (10) establishing effective lines of communication between the school leader and the community. For the leader to make change that is effective and sustained, producing the least amount of conflict, the school must have a capacity for change. If the school does not have this capacity the leader must build it. Kurt Lewin's (1951) Force Field Analysis theory of change is very applicable to school situations and can be used to assess the school's readiness for change, reduce conflicts, and enhance change effectiveness. Lewin's theory is based on the idea that environment in which change occurs contains a force field with two forces categorized as "driving" and "restraining." Driving forces move one toward the desired change, and restraining forces resist the desired change.
As Green (2001) surmises, "real change is possible if the right forces are present and operative. Essentially, it revolves around a committed, authentic, and strong leader who has developed hope around a shared vision and is able to motivate wide-scale planning of and participation in the change effort' (p. 217)
Teachers Notes
Key Questions for Discussion:
The first five questions should be done in small group format with an assigned recorder and reporter. The responses should be reported to the larger group in a "workshop" style format with chart paper placed on walls for a "walk through" by the larger group. All members can add comments to each small group's response by writing on the chart paper. (Due to its length, the case should be distributed in advance to make more efficient use of class time)
Materials:
Chart paper Markers Tape
1.
The need and the will to effect improvements in schools are felt most strongly at the system level and least so at the school level, more strongly outside schools, than inside them. And so one must ask, is it reasonable to ask people who feel that their work is satisfactory to embark on some change process that is designed to address needs which are not of their own making? In small groups discuss how educational improvement can be made a key issue for schools. Report to the larger group after.
